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Sir: 

On page 2 of the Office action ("Action"), the Examiner rejects claims 17-23 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2002/0156732 to Odijk et al. ("Odijk") in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2002/0029189 to Titus et al. ("Titus"), further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,760,417 to Wallenius 
("Wallenius"). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

In order to support a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the Examiner must establish a 
prima facie case of obviousness. To establish a prima facie case of obviousness three criteria 
must be met. First, there must be some rationale to combine the cited references. Second, there 
must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the combination must teach each and every 
claimed element. In the present case, claims 17-21 and 23 are patentable over the combination 
of Odijk, Titus, and Wallenius for at least the reason that the combination fails to disclose each 
and every claimed element. For example, the combination of Odijk, Titus, and Wallenius fails to 
disclose or suggest converting the received charge data and service code into a predefined 
format, including a B-number and a time definition, as claimed. 
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In the Advisory Action mailed August 17, 2010, the Examiner asserts that Applicant's 
argument is not persuasive because "it is old and well known in telecommunications arts, the 
charge data includes at least a B-number and time definition." To support his assertion, the 
Examiner points to U.S. Patent No. 5,218,632 to Cool ("Cool"). Therefore, the Examiner 
concludes that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art "that the converted charge 
data include at least a B-number and a time duration as these are well known charging data in 
telecommunications." Applicants respectfully disagree for the following reasons. 

First, it is unclear from the Examiner's statement whether he is asserting that (1) it is 
inherent that the converted charging data of Wallenius includes a B-number and a time definition 
or that (2) it would have been obvious to modify the combination of Odijk, Titus, and Wallenius 
to include converting the received charge data and service code into a predefined format 
including at least a B-number and a time definition. In either case, Applicant respectfully 
disagrees. 

Although Wallenius discloses a method and system for charging a subscriber in a 
telecommunications network which includes converting event data or charging data received 
from a node, by applying the network charging algorithms, to provide a real-time, charging data 
format understandable to the subscriber's billing unit, nowhere in Wallenius is there any 
disclosure or suggestion of the converted charge data including a B-number and a time definition 
as claimed. To the contrary, Wallenius specifically discloses that the converted charge data is 
"expressed as an amount of money spent or as charging pulses." See column 2, lines 18-20 of 
Wallenius. Accordingly, the converted charge data of Wallenius does not inherently include a B- 
number and a time definition. 

Regarding the Examiner's assertion that it is old and well known that charge data include 
a B-number and time definition, Applicants note that the claimed method includes converting, in 
the charging module, the received charge data and service code into a predefined format 
including a B-number and a time definition. Therefore, the mere fact that it is known in the 
telecommunications arts to use, inter alia, a B-number and time duration as charging data is not 
equivalent to receiving charge data and then converting the receiving charge data in a predefined 
format as claimed. 

Since Odijk, Titus, and Wallenius each fail to disclose or suggest converting the received 
charge data and service code into a predefined format, including a B-number and a time 
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definition, as claimed, the combination of these three references cannot possibly disclose or 
suggest said elements. Therefore, even if one skilled in the art had some rationale to combine 
Odijk, Titus, and Wallenius (which Applicants do not concede), the combination would still fail 
to render claims 17-21 and 23 unpatentable because the combination fails to disclose each and 
every claimed element. 
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